Warner discussed below. Lynch's approach, long overdue, focuses on the links between "legible faces, minted money and imprinted texts."4 Doody was one of those identified as presenting anew model at ASECS, but her immensely wide-ranging The True Story of the Novel (1996)5 devotes so little space to the eighteenth century (about twenty pages of the historical first three hundred, passing examples among the following two hundred pages of tropes) that it will not be considered here. The book's value comes from reminding us of the vast range of narrative fiction of which the eighteenth-century novel is only a part. Her emphasis on the persistence of Greek and Roman romances throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries provides a useful inflection.
No one writing on the eighteenth-century British novel these days can afford to forget the long history of prose fiction, the practice of other countries at the time, the participation of women novelists. The earlier work of Peter Brooks on the conventions of courtly fiction in The Novel of Worldliness (1969) was never adequately assimilated in scholarship of the British novel; we should not similarly ignore Joan DeJean's Tender Geographies: Women and the Origins of the Novel in France (1991) . Josephine Donovan's Women and the Rise ofthe Novel, 1405 Novel, -1726 Novel, (1991 is a broader-ranging comparatisi study of French, Spanish, and English women novelists. Thomas Kavanagh provides a model of the novel focused on probability and employing French examples in Enlightenment and the Shadows ofChance: The Novel and the Culture ofGambling in EighteenthCentury France (1993) .6 Constructing models of the novel has become something of a scholarly industry. Robert A. Erickson even provides in The Language of the Heart, 1600-1750 (1997)-a cardiocentric study of the Bible, William Harvey's The Motion of the Heart, Paradise Lost, Oroonoko, and Clarissa-a model of the novel based on Harvey's concept of circulation (pp. 84-88) .7 I start with the earliest of these books to appear, one that will not be accused of remaking "the novel into something that it simply had not been before." J. Paul Hunter's Before Novels: The Cultural Contexts of Eighteenth-Century English Fiction (1990) is the freshest large look at the relation of the novel to the history of reading. Hunter contends that the novel developed from a range of genres and thematic material, certainly one convincing way of approaching that amoebic form, the novel. Since an earlier generation of scholars did something like this with less consciousness of the implications, the question is how his consideration of these issues advances our knowledge. In some ways it does so because the inquiry into reading shows what audiences were prepared to accept.
While he revisits some of the materials of his earliest work-the spiritual autobiographies and guide literature that were the subject of The Reluctant Pilgrim (1966) ,8 an attempt to establish the models for Robinson Crusoe-he brings an impressive range of reading of his own to the fore. I cannot do justice here to the learning, subtlety, and tact with which he develops his arguments, though the numbered list, accompanied by mini-paragraphs, which he gives in his opening chapter, "What Was New about the Novel," will seem familiar-"Contemporaneity," "Credibility andprobability," "Familiarity," "Rejection oftraditionalplots," "Traditionfree language," "Individualism, subjectivity" (a glissando from Watt to the postmodem here), "Empathy and vicariousness," "Coherence and unity of design" (hidden under this rubric is the claim that "Novels tend to be more ideological than most literary species"), "Inclusivity, digressivenesss, fragmentation: the ability to parenthesize," "Self-consciousness about innovation and novelity" (pp. 23-25) . These must be taken in conjunction with his awareness that the novel is a large, loose, baggy form with features that do not "fit" any simple definition of the novel. His openness to what exceeds models ("The Critical Tyranny of Formal Definition" is the title of chapter 2) is among his major contributions to thinking about the novel. Although one could claim that the book is really after and during novels (certainly Doody and DeJean, among others, would), and his list often correlates strongly with Watt's account of the novel and "formal realism,"
Hunter's best finds for pre-novelistic texts are John Dunton 's Athenian Mercury (1691-97) and Robert Boyle's Occasional Reflections (1665) with its "Discourse" on Occasional Meditation as form. Hunter's book presents not so much a new model as a compendious account of where traditional thinking about the novel has taken us. The many things of value here do not arise from the construction of a new model. Hunter is also the author of the best single study of one model of the novel's audience, "The Loneliness of the Long-Distance Reader."9
As a model for reading the novel, Catherine Gallagher's Nobody 's Story:
The Vanishing Acts of Women Writers in the Market Place, (1994) provides a brilliant and witty point of departure. Appearing first as an essay, "Nobody's Story: Gender, property, and the Rise of the Novel," which may be thought a model of her book as well as the novel, "' this concept of Nobody as a bodiless image derives from one familiar during the eighteenth century and earlier. Gallagher develops the variations on her theme, and the implications are far-ranging and sometimes startling in their appositeness, Several of her claims are striking. She notes that if we follow the logic of Roland Barthes and see the "contingent, unmotivated detail" as "the code of the 'real' in fiction," then the "obvious conclusion," unnoticed by Barthes, is that "realism was the code of the fictional" (p. 174). Moreover, she demonstrates, developing her argument through an investigation of Hume on sympathy, that since in reading the novel we are sympathizing with Nobody, often to a greater extent than we sympathize with people we know, we have a sentimental relation to the novel, in the sense that I.A. Richards defines sentimentality as a "response ... too great for the occasion" (not her example).11 Her excellent insight is put to effective use in the book. At the same time it is worth noticing that something like this awareness was to be found in the eighteenth century itself. William Craig's Lounger 77 (1786) contains an account of the fictitious Woodfort, who weeps "at the perusal of a tender novel. ... Yet in real life Woodfort's feelings and generosity unaccountably forsake him" and he is harsh to his tenants and debtors as well as to his relatives. The narrator finds such behaviour neither uncommon nor, despite his quiet irony, unaccountable: To account in some measure for this appearance, it may be observed, that when a representation is given of fictional distress, it is done in such a manner, and with such circumstances accompanying it, as have the most powerful tendency to affect the heart. ... The mind therefore may be affected with a fictitious story, or a tale, when it will not be affected with a real event occurring in common life; because that real event cannot be perceived in all those strong colours and mingled with all those attracting circumstances with which a romantic story may be wrought up.12 I am conflating a good deal here about the difference between fiction and "real life," the way in which the production of "passive feelings of sensibility" militates against "active and firm exertion" (along with a reference to Bishop Butler's Analogy ofReligion), and the educational implication that there is "much danger" in "softening [children's] minds" through "affecting them too frequently and too deeply by fictitious tales of woe" (37: 171).
The analysis, parts of it fairly standard, may help to establish how some of the most interesting work now being done recapitulates and theorizes eighteenth-century attacks on the novel that have not had much of a hearing among intellectuals or within the academy until recently.13 Gallagher recognizes the importance of such attacks.
Gallagher does a good deal more, however. Her eloquent and aphoristic variations on Nobody spin out a central thematics of the novel. Nobody has no body and is therefore "the site of a material lack and an open invitation" (p. 171). Nobody is "nobody in particular" and therefore, in opposition to historical writing about nonfictional beings ("thinness of detail at the time almost always indicated specific extratextual reference"), this Nonentity needs to be described in detail, if not minutely (p. 174 What Gallagher in her original model in her essay did not consider was the implications of its subtitle, which really drives the chapter-tochapter narrative. She says that friends advised her against the title, for hers is not the story of women excluded from the canon, of mute, inglorious Judith Defoes. Her '"nobodies' ... are not ignored, silenced, erased or anonymous women. They are literal nobodies: authorial personae, printed books, scandalous allegories, intellectual property rights, literary reputations, incomes, debts and fictional characters" (p. xiii). She wants to tell a story of how women authors (all novelists here) "thrived" by em-phasizing "their femininity to gain financial advantage" and how in doing so "they invented numerous ingenious similarities between their gender and their occupation" (p. xiii). And yet I wonder if through their "vanishing acts," their literally anonymous status (typically, names male and female were not signed to works, though often known), and their inability, if married, to own or have title to their productions, these women authors are not making a success of being nobodies in their own right. Gallagher says as much towards the end of her introduction when analysing the nature of their alienation. She notes a "rhetoric of 'dispossession' in their texts," an awareness on their parts "that copyright, their former 'property,' was no property at all but a mere ghostly possibility," the employment of tropes of "their labor as the accumulation of credit," which in tum put them in debt (pp. xxi-xxii). (Being indebted was the standard status in a patronage culture. It is interesting to see the survival of such a status among professional writers, some of whom had patrons.) Earlier, she had nicely analysed their "author-selves" as "partial nobodies" (p. xix). Marx is central to her thinking, and such recent theorists of the is good to see the sometime litigant Smollett, who too often is odd man out once Fielding appears. He discusses the inefficacy of "wild justice" (the typical Smollett revenge stmcture) in Roderick Random, though Sir Launcelot Greaves with its trials by good and bad justices, its eponymous hero, more Robin Hood than Quixote, regarding himself as a "coadjutor to the law," and his friend the clerk Tom Clarke, a walking law dictionary (specifically Giles Jacob's New Law Dictionary), would have provided more scope and has lacked sophisticated legal exposition. Neither novel focuses very strongly on family. Zomchick is at his best in his paired chapters on Clarissa. tightly focused, deftly historicized, and precise way to speak of "novels of circumstance," which typically establish "representations of the facts against the protagonists" before "a fuller representation exonerates them" (P-48 In The Boundaries ofFiction: History and the Eighteenth-Century British Novel (1996) ,20 Everett Zimmerman explicitly prefers the model of the history, that is, the "information management" of historian and historiographer, to the legal model put forward by Welsh. Zimmerman has strong grounds for his model, both in the actual titles of novels (The History of Tom Jones, a Foundling) and in the response of such critics as Hugh Blair, who treated novels as "Fictitious History" in 1762. Zimmerman and Welsh share a good deal, including an awareness of how the central discourses that concern them secularize culture. Zimmerman foregrounds the new sceptical historiography of Hume and others, which rejects providentialists such as Bossuet. Leo Braudy had made Fielding rub shoulders with Gibbon and Hume three decades ago,21 but this book is not so much interested in juxtaposing, as he did, the narratives of novelists and historians. Zimmerman places historiographical thinking in the larger framework of Ancients and Modems (with a debt here to Joseph Levine),22 and notes that the novel is on the Modems' side. His shrewd chapter on Swift and Richardson (rather than the more familiar Defoe as Swift's opponent) highlights Zimmerman's battle of the books. Originally this book was to be titled "Historical Faith',' a phrase drawn from a letter of Richardson. Zimmerman recognizes himself as working within the paradigm of empirical epistemology, but challengingly defines the novel as "the romance as it appears in an empiricist moment" (p. 71). With attention to Mackenzie, Steme, Godwin, and Scott, as well as the Watt canon, he finds his "center of gravity" in "the already constituted novel of midcentury" (p. 74). In doing so he differentiates himself from McKeon's concern for origins and Bender's for the consequences of the novel (a logical outgrowth of the idea that it is a cultural instrument). This is a thoughtful and mature account of the novel that should not be overlooked.
In It is surprising that a book such as Thompson's was so long in coming.
One can look back to Schorer, who called attention to the dead metaphors embedding "one consistent set of values" in the novels of Jane Austen and listed money (with nearly three dozen terms) among his five controlling categories.25 The stmcturalist project with its focus on stmctures of exchange going back to those of Marcel Mauss, the teacher of Lévi-Strauss, produced at its best subtle and complex readings devoted to the economics of individual literary works, as in Jacques Ehrmann.26 In this way the whole action of giving and owing comes into play. (Gallagher notes the paradoxes arising from a language of exchange.) There are distinct gains from Thompson's limiting focus, including a more clear-cut differentiation of the ideologies of the novelists considered. A fuller attention to stmctures of exchange within these novels would repay the effort (to put it in his own coin). Thompson's chapter "Fanny Burney and Debt" suffers only from being written in the shadow of Catherine Gallagher's chapter "Nobody's Debt: Frances Burney's Universal Obligation," which covers some of the same territory. His move to Bumey and Austen is intended to elucidate the point made earlier that "the issues under discussion-money, values, subjectivity-are implicitly and explicitly gendered" (p. 156). And following Nancy Armstrong's lead on separate spheres, he deals with debt and inheritance as the domestic residue of the social world. He argues effectively that "in the domestic novel, debt is transcoded from financial to emotional discourse" (p. 159), and the lesson is control of the emotions for women as it is of finances for men (p. 167). Part of the payoff here is that Thompson is able to take issue with one currently dominant model of the novel: in Camilla and Burney's novels more generally, novels "supposedly constructed out of courtesy literature's obsession with the finer points of female decomm, indiscretion is far and away most often financial" (p. 164).
The move to gender distinctions is typical of the books considered here, which are often wary of drawing conclusions solely on the basis of the representations of male authors. Those devoted solely to women novelists consciously draw conclusions about women and the novel. Those about male novelists tend to draw conclusions about the novel as a whole. Homer Brown's essay is one of the best on Defoe that we possess, and his "Tom Jones: The 'Bastard of History' " (chap. 3 of Institutions) is at the heart of a number of reconsiderations of that novel. For many years he has been lodging inconvenient observations in our critical consciousnesses: how Tom Jones ends up as the heir of Squire Allworthy when as a bastard he would be legally disqualified from such an inheritance is a case in point. "Sir Walter Scott and the Institution of History" focuses on Scott's rereading of Fielding as his predecessor (not in the manner of Harold Bloom, however). Although no chapter deals with a woman novelist, his work-in-progress on Jane Austen inflects the book. In a related essay that serves as prologue to an engaging collection of multi-cultural essays on the novel, Brown also considered "Why the Story of the Origin of the (English) Novel is an American Romance (If Not the Great American Novel)," an account mainly of mid-twentieth-century American theorizing.30 The most provocative idea in the book is that the institution of the English novel (that is, the eighteenth-century English novel) is a nineteenthcentury invention, canonized by Anna Laetitia Barbauld, Walter Scott, and John Dunlop, though Brown recognizes that canonization is a retrospective activity. The canon of English fiction was of course developing and shifting throughout the eighteenth century. As an older scholarship established, there were over a hundred collections or anthologies of novels, and some of these, such as Harrison's Novelist's Library (1782-), were highly significant, though unlike later collections they were not always rationalized through prefaces.31 Harrison, for example, published both English and foreign novels (in translation), a mode that gave way to solely English collections. Also, although Brown is aware of what has been called "The Scottish Invention of English Literature," neither Blair nor James Beattie figures in his institutions of the novel, nor for that matter does Clara Reeve, who wrote one of the few long treatises on the novel in the eighteenth century.32 Blair, for example, in opposition to the French achievement in the novel, asserts that "we are not without some performances which discover the strength of the British genius. No fiction in any language was ever better supported than the Adventures of Robinson Crusoe"^Here in 1 762 is a superlative evaluation of Defoe in the context of nationhood of precisely the sort that interests Brown (and a number of other current scholars) in the nineteenth century. The canon of the novel evolved throughout the century, though the early nineteenth-century views stuck more firmly.
Brown's notion of bastardy in Tom Jones is worth investigation. There is something sinister about the bastard (who inherits only a "bend sinister"). Of course, the notion of the bastard as ill-begotten and therefore unnatural, was established long before the eighteenth century. It is most familiar in its Shakespearean form, particularly in Edmund, Gloucester's sadistic son; in the scene when Blifil plays his trump card, representing Tom as wenching and fighting while Allworthy appears to be on his deathbed, perhaps there is a remembrance of such a figure. In King Lear the father is made to disown his true son at the bidding of the deceitful bastard. But here it is the nephew lawfully and naturally begotten (though conceived out of wedlock) who fools his uncle concerning the bastard. Allworthy is even duped into calling Tom a "monster."
Brown quotes Blackstone's definitions of "bastard," drawn from the law, as "filius nullius" (son of no one) and "filius populi" (son of the people), and notes that they support "the common notion of Tom as novelized
Everyman." At the same time he is aware that the presentation of the bastard as "at once the son of no one and the son of everyone" is a paradox that "also makes him an appropriate emblem for Fielding's text." One could also extend Gallagher's idea: Tom is "nobody's son" and therefore Nobody himself, though he turns out to be Somebody. (Since Brown's original essay appeared a good deal earlier than Gallagher's work, one could even argue that the son of nobody as the subject of novel theory preceded nobody's story-a suitably topsy-turvey genealogy for historians of the novel generally and Brown in particular.) The bastard's status had changed, however, and that change came about with the breakdown of the vast system of correspondences that were operative in Shakespeare's day and earlier, which would have insisted upon the unnaturalness of the bastard. Edmund's bravado in King Lear is meant to be seen ironically (and even he savours some of the ironies), but the bravado of Richard Savage in "The Bastard" (1728) gives way to a recognition of the pathos of his situation that is meant to be taken sympathetically, a strong shift. While Tom Jones is a bastard, as all of the unsympathetic characters in the book are quick to remind him (and their propensity to do so is one measure of their unsympathetic natures), the title reminds us that the book is the history of a foundling. The difference between Tom as foundling and Tom as bastard provides much of the dynamics. Johnson's Dictionary, which was being composed during the years Fielding was writing Tom Jones, defines "foundling" as "a child exposed to chance; a child found without any parent or owner." The point of the interplay between Tom as bastard and as foundling seems to be that Tom is the rightful heir because he has earned his knowledge through experience and has experienced the social extremes of high and low. If he was brought up in the family of gentry, it was always with an awareness, hidden by the kind Allworthy but pushed at him by Blifil and his tutors, that he was not of the family. And as a bastard his position is anomalous. He is not, as in the case of Humphry Clinker, even the son of the man who would treat him as his heir. In so far as we have a social symbol, it seems to complicate McKeon's idea of Fielding's "conservative" ideology, for it does not simply favour the status quo. The political implications are that the tme heirs to the throne, the Stuarts, are not worthy of reigning. These at least seem to be Fielding's revolutionary principles.
Brown's American Romance argument is uncontroversial compared with Nancy Armstrong and Leonard Tennenhouse's argument about the American source of the English novel in The Imaginary Puritan: Literature, Intellectual Labor, and the Origins of Personal Life (1992),34 perhaps the most provocative among intelligent reconfigurings of the origins of the novel and the one most likely to have led to scepticism at ASECS. Their essay "The American Origins of the Eighteenth-Century Novel," now chapter 8 in the book ("Why Categories Thrive"), is a version of what that ASECS audience heard.35 Briefly put, it sets up Pamela, given priority in Armstrong's Desire and Domestic Fiction (which, like this one, stalks the modern subject), as "the first domestic novel," and then discovers an unobserved ur-Pamela in autobiography, more specifically in captivity narrative. Like Armstrong's last book, this is concerned to give better answers to questions originally put forth by Ian Watt: "Why [should] an assault on the body of a common Englishwoman ... carry such a political and emotional charge"; why should Richardson make his "entry into the history of literature by a work which gave a more detailed account of a single intrigue than had ever been produced before?" (pp. 201, 262) . The first is their recasting of Watt; the second is a direct quotation. The answer to the former question is that the genre of the captivity narrative, identified most strongly with that of Mary Rowlandson (1682, first in America, then England), combined "a modem authorial consciousness with early modem Protestant hagiography" to produce such a female subject in Richardson's first novel. The link is accomplished through a sleight of hand that has something in common with a magician's forcing technique: the earliest (male) captivity narratives of the sixteenth century "never became an important genre in and of themselves," the ones that count are those with "the possibility of going native." "Mary Rowlandson anticipated Cmsoe in representing the English in the New World as an abducted body"; "the bodies so endangered were usually-though not always-female bodies"; "the exemplary captive existed for the early eighteenth-century reader as a kind of epistolary heroine, whose ability to read and write ... distinguished her from her Indian captors." "The reader of captivity narratives 1684-1750 (1998) .37 Instead of a metaphoric rise, he demonstrates the strategic raising of the tone of the novel in response to its low estate and the attacks upon it, by Defoe, Fielding, and Richardsonthe Watt canon. He precedes this, however, by redefining and revaluing the amorous novels of Behn, Manley, and Haywood. In doing so, he participates in one of the most noticeable developments of recent years, the assertion of value in and celebration of women's fictions, though at the same time he moves away from "heroic" authorship (p. xiii). He also performs a needed reconciliation of separate male and female canons. The males following in their wake (especially Defoe and Richardson) do not ignore or reject them, as most tend to think, but rewrite of overwrite them. The strongest case he puts forward is Richardson's Pamela, but his account of Defoe's Roxana helps to clinch the general position. Warner's own book may be taken as a rewriting of Ian Watt, a fact of which he is cognizant, and he has assimilated the work of Hunter, Gallagher, and Brown, as well as others whose books appeared earlier. His theses include the necessity of perceiving the novel as "a subset of the cultural history of print entertainments" (p. xi). This is a very clever book-too clever by half, the English might sayand comes equipped with a warning that "The full alternative story of the novel offered in Licensing Entertainment can only be grasped if this study is read in its entirety" (p. xv). I have so read it, and will also attest that it is full of shrewd perceptions that may or may not relate directly to the thesis, and that his playfully conveyed themes, such as the "Englishing of the novel," are well worth the attention he requires. I will also attest to his love of anachronistic (or perhaps teleological) terminology: the "Pamela Media Event," the "media virus" of novel-reading, the four canonized male authors as the '"dream team' of eighteenth-century fiction," Roxana is like a "printmedia junkie." The book is full of "feed-back loops," "ad campaigns,"
"coming attractions," and "twentieth-century public relations." His aim is to make us see the books about which he speaks as at the origins of modern technology and marketing. In Richetti's phrase, these novels are of a century. Shortly before Betsy Thoughtless, John Cleland's Memoirs of a Lady ofPleasure (1749) was threatened with severe punishment, and English pornography never quite repeated his example in the eighteenth century. Pornography is a significant part of this story, for if Peter Brooks is right in Body Works: Objects ofDesire in Modern Narrative (1993) , that the body is the synecdoche for privacy, which is central to the novel, I would add that the private parts are the synecdoche of the body.39 Some of Warner's claims about the later eighteenth century also need qualification. In noting that Horace Walpole says that The Castle ofOtranto can only be taken by the modem audience as "entertainment," he misses a complication. What Walpole claims in his preface is that the modem reading audience must take as entertainment what the putative original audience took seriously, and this rift between an audience responding to the work in the "medieval" period and a contemporary audience which is encouraged to respond in a totally different and amused way demonstrates that "camp" has been a part of the Gothic novel from its inception. They may not have had the term in the eighteenth and early ninteenth century, but they displayed an awareness of the effects. As John Dunlop observes in The History of Fiction, "It has been much doubted, whether the Castle of Otranto was seriously or comically intended."40 Warner's scholarship is generally very good, though unfortunately he seems unaware of that important early book for his subject, John Tinnon Taylor's Early Opposition to the English Novel: 1760-1 830,^especially since he appropriately pays a great deal of attention to this opposition. He may have ignored it because he stops, like Watt and McKeon, at mid-century. These are minor matters, however. This is a corrective to Watt of the first importance.
In conclusion, I return to Siskin's original, contrarian The Work of Writing, which focuses in only a few of its chapters on what he calls "novelism ... the now habitual subordination of writing to the novel" (p. 173). He points to the paradox that the rise in the number of novels published per year does not occur until the last decades of the eighteenth century, the years when the novel is frequently written off as a form. novel of sensibility and the Gothic, the number of books devoted to the novelists of the late eighteenth century in recent years has burgeoned.42 Like Brown and Warner, Siskin is wary of genre and thinks of "novelism" rather as a "discursive space," though he recognizes that novelism is not the novel. His five bulleted arguments would be worth comparing with Hunter's list to see how far such thinking moves us from a more traditional account of the novel. To some extent this is the view from the nineteenth century, not that of Scott and Barbauld, as with Brown, but that of a scholar of Romanticism.
I think it also important to notice, given popular misconceptions and some rearguard actions in the academy, that in general the best books are well written, theoretically aware, and often focused on the political implications of the novel. By and large these newer books do not concern themselves with "quality" except as market concept or strategy, and a number of the writers would be content to call themselves, like Deidre Lynch, cultural historians. Her coeditor of Cultural Institutions of the Novel, Warner, calls his preface to Licensing Entertainment "From a Literary to a Cultural History of the Early Novel." One may suspect that the love that dare not speak its name in recent times is the love of literature. Richetti has a very funny and sly account of his own accommodation of his earlier work to our current moment in his new introduction (1992) to his Popular Fiction before Richardson: Narrative Patterns 1700-1739 (1 969).43 A goodly number of us today are finding ourselves the Messieurs and Mesdames Jourdain of Cultural Studies.
